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Reengineering and work redesign have become the buzzwords of the 
healthcare industry giving rise to the unprecedented growth of 
reengineering / work redesign consultants who offer cookbook methods to 
make the organization efficient and reduce costs. The unfortunate 
consequence of this rush to redesign is that the employer accepts 
recommendations to change the organization without knowing the state of the 
workforce. 
The purpose of this research is to test the effects of work redesign as 
implemented at two for-profit hospitals using a measurement tool developed 
specifically for work redesign. The intent is to compare the hospitals 
separately as each work redesign initiative is unique to each entity. 
Observations and analysis are made based upon each hospital's experience 
from both a pretest and posttest measure. It is believed that each hospital will 
provide unique information regarding their initiative regardless of success or 
failure. 
According to the Job Diagnostics Survey (JDS), the measurement tool 
used both pretest and posttest, Hospital A required a work redesign initiative. 
Several variables indicated that the hospital's employees were not satisfied 
with their job, were in need of internal motivation, and were identified as 
responsive to job growth. The results from Hospital B however, suggested that 
a work redesign initiative was not required, but rather a change in 
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organizational culture was needed. 
Posttest results indicated that there was adequate veracity to the 
assumptions made regarding the two initiatives as Hospital A's posttests results 
showed overall improvement in JDS scores while Hospital B's posttest results 
were similar to their pretest results. Statistically, the results did not show any 
significance pretest to posttest. 
The need for valued research cannot be emphasized enough, especially 
in a healthcare organization. The Joint Commission on the Accreditation of 
Healthcare Organizations places great emphasis on a hospital 's performance 
improvement initiative - its plan, the plan's implementation and the 
measurement of outcomes. Hospitals therefore, should also measure the 
outcomes of work redesign initiatives and these outcomes should be measured 
in both human terms and in economic terms. 
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Chapter 1 
Int roduct ion 
The hospital industry has become the focus of attention for the entire 
nation since the reform push lead by President Clinton. All aspects of the 
industry have been scrutinized in the mass media, research literature and 
business circles. It has become a haven for consultants, management gurus, 
and business fads. Along the way, hospitals have tried reorganization, total 
quality management, continuous quality improvement, work redesign, 
reengineering, patient-focused care, case management, outcomes 
management, and a host of other efficiency and cost containment strategies. 
Whether these efforts truly reduce costs or improve efficiency remains to be 
seen as the literature remains limited. Regardless of the process used, all 
hospitals will, at some point, attempt one or more of the above-mentioned 
methods to make lasting improvements to the bottom line. 
Work is defined as an economic reality that involves the exchange of 
money for service (Reilly & DiAngelo, 1988). This narrow economic definition 
of work has been the basis for the development and continuation of the 
factory system of work as developed by Adam Smith in 1776 with his 
prototypical pin factory in The Wealth of Nations and later expanded by 
Frederick Taylor at the turn of the 19th century (Hammer & Champy, 1993). 
For decades industries implemented Taylor 's scheme of "scientific 
management" which rests on the principle of the division of mental and 
manual labor and involves the following: 
a general principle of the maximum decomposition of work tasks, 
the divorce of direct and so-called indirect labor (defined as all setting 
up, preparation and maintenance tasks). 
1 
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the minimization of the skill requirements of any task leading to 
minimum job-learning times (Littler, 1985). 
In general, scientific management was intended to maximize overall 
production efficiency by minimizing human error on the job by partit ioning 
the work into small simple segments (Hackman & Suttle 1977). 
In their manifesto for corporate revolution, Reengineer ing the 
C o r p o r a t i o n . Hammer & Champy (1993) identify that 
The standard, pyramidal organizational structure of most organizations 
was well suited to a high-growth environment because it was scalable. 
When a company needed to grow, it could simply add workers... as new 
technology became available in the 1960s, companies were encouraged 
to break down even more of their work into small, repeatable tasks.... As 
the number of tasks grew, the overall processes of producing a product 
or delivering a service inevitably became increasingly complicated, 
and managing such process became more difficult. (Hammer & Champy, 
1993) 
Accordingly, many organizations are reassessing their job design structures 
in an attempt to reverse over two hundred years of industrial culture 
regarding job satisfaction, motivation and quality of work life. 
The literature concerning job design indicates that the factory system 
of work has lead to dysfunctional consequences both for the organization and 
for individual workers (Zeffane, 1994; Reif & Luthans, 1985; Hackman, Oldham, 
Janson & Purdy, 1975; Lawler, Hackman & Kaufman, 1973). In addition, it has 
been shown that simple, routine, nonchallenging jobs often produce 
dissatisfaction and demoralization of workers, high absenteeism and turnover, 
and low motivation (Lawler, Hackman & Kaufman 1973). Current studies on the 
modern worker show that although the work ethic is alive and well, employees 
are outgrowing their jobs and organizations have few structures to deal with 
such employees (Reilly & DiAngelo, 1988). 
The paradigm of scientific management methods of work redesign are 
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changing due to the continuing demands in both the workforce and the work 
environment. For example, factory-type jobs are being exported to developing 
countries because of lower production costs. Also, the workforce of today is 
characterized by internal control principles rather than external control 
systems. International competition now requires that resources be used 
productively (Reilly & DiAngelo, 1988). 
Today we see people wanting jobs that allow them to make greater use of 
their education, that provide intrinsic work that meets their expectations, and 
a need that work should be meaningful (Hackman & Lee, 1979; O'Toole, 1977; 
Rush, 1971). Indeed, it may be that work defines a man or woman. It provides 
the foundation of the needs hierarchy theory that individuals are wanting 
creatures and needs constitute the main driving force behind human behavior 
(Miskel & Ogawa, 1989; Campbell & Pritchard, 1976). Intuitively, people are 
motivated to find meaning through work that not only provides them with a 
quality of life but also provides motivation and satisfaction through the self-
determination found in a meaningful work environment. 
As stated previously, the work ethic is alive and well; however, self-
fulfi l lment is in question (Rush, 1971). Studies have shown that employees ' 
satisfaction and sense of meaning deteriorate because of a lack of self-
fulf i l lment. Thus, productivity declines, motivation stagnates, and alienation 
from the corporate or organizational culture ensues (Zeffane, 1994; Miskel & 
Ogawa, 1989; Tornow, 1988; Reilly & DiAngelo, 1988; Hackman & Lee, 1979; 
Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Hackman, Oldham, Janson & Purdy, 1975; Lawler, 
Hackman & Kaufman, 1973; Reif & Luthans, 1972; Sirota & Wolfson, 1972; Rush, 
1971). Organizations have realized that redesigning work and enlarging the 
scope of jobs can provide the needed impetus that meets employee needs, 
instills motivation and provides the quality of work life necessary in our 
modern environment. As a strategy for initiating organizational change, 
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work redesign offers the potential to alter life in organizations in at least four 
ways: 1) the basic relationship between the individual and what he or she does 
on the job is changed; 2) behavior is altered directly and tends to stay changed; 
3) opportunities for initiating other needed organizational changes arise; and 
4) the net effect is organizations that have rehumanized rather than 
dehumanized their employees (Lumsdon, 1995; Zeffane, 1994; Murphy, 
Pearlman, Rea & Papazian-Boyce, 1994; Tornow, 1988; Reilly & DiAngelo, 1988; 
Hackman & Lee, 1979; Hackman & Suttle, 1977; Lawler, Hackman & Kaufman, 
1973; Reif & Luthans, 1972; Rush, 1971). 
Work redesign initiatives center around four distinct theories 
addressing work motivation and personal growth. These theories are 
activation theory, motivation-hygiene theory, job characterist ics theory and 
sociotechnical systems / reengineering theory. Unlike the other three 
theories sociotechnical / reengineering focuses its work redesign activities 
on the sturcture or system of the work environment while the other theories 
are focused around changing the makeup of the job itself. 
ACTIVATION THEORY 
Activation theory suggests that varying the patterns of job stimuli will 
keep the employee activated and more alert. Numerous job related problems 
such as diminished alertness, muscular impairment, and decreased 
responsiveness have been attributed to work environments based upon highly 
routine jobs with very little stimulation. People react to chronic states of 
underactivation at work by engaging in arousal-enhancing behaviors which 
have dysfunctional consequences for work effectiveness (Hackman, 1980; 
Hackman & Lee, 1979; Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Scott, 1966). These activities 
may be as insignificant as changing posture frequently to more significant 
and productivity reducing behaviors as longer breaks, daydreaming, and 
frequent conversations with fellow employees. 
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The theory is centered on the idea of job rotation (Hackman, 1980; 
Hackman & Lee, 1979; Hackman & Suttle, 1977; Hackman & Oldham, 1976). In 
essence management designs a job that rotates the employee through a 
number of different jobs (stimuli) in a given day, week or month to vary the 
employee 's experiences to the point that it prohibits the employee from 
suffering the negative consequences of excessively low activation (Higgins, 
1982; Hackman, 1980; Bechtold, Szilagyi & Sims, 1980; Hackman & Suttle, 1977; 
Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Hackman, 1975; Scott, 1966). Because each job 
rotation experience is new, the employee does not have the time to become 
b o r e d . 
Job rotation is a work organization approach to job design. The 
technique relies on no explicit theory of motivation as the literature identifies 
it as merely a good training tool to orient the employees whose work 
experience will center around repetitive, routine tasks. 
MOTIVATION-HYGIENE THEORY 
Motivation-hygiene theory, sometimes referred to as the Herzberg two-
factor theory, rests on the assumptions that work satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction are not opposites but are distinct and separate dimensions of 
work motivations (Miskel & Ogawa, 1989; Hackman & Lee, 1977; Hackman & 
Oldham, 1976). The primary determinants of employee satisfaction are related 
to recognition, achievement, responsibility, advancement, personal growth in 
competence and the work itself (Rush, 1971). These are what Herzberg 
describes as intrinsic work factors or motivators because they are believed to 
be effective in motivating employees to superior effort and performance. 
According to Herzberg's theory, a job will enhance work motivation only to 
the extent that motivators are designed into the work. These motivators are 
the job ' s content and work dimensions that satisfy the higher level needs 
associated with Maslow's hierarchy of needs theory (Miskel & Ogawa, 1989; 
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Hackman, 1980; Hackman & Lee, 1979; Hackman & Suttle, 1977; Hackman & 
Oldham, 1976; Rush, 1971). As these motivators and work dimensions are 
satisfied the job produces a conducive situation for fulfi l lment of the intrinsic 
needs of self-esteem and self-actualization. 
The extrinsic or hygiene factors are believed to be the root cause of job 
dissatisfaction and include administrative policies, supervision, working 
conditions, interpersonal relations, salary, status, job security and personal 
life (Rush, 1971). They relate to the contextual framework of the job. These 
hygiene factors do not satisfy the upper level needs of self-esteem and self-
actualization, so, in and of themselves, they do not have any motivating 
potential. Rather, the hygiene factors satisfy the lower level needs of safety 
and security and belonging (Miskel & Ogawa, 1989; Buchanan, 1979), and 
Herzberg suggests that increasing wages or improving working conditions 
will probably not motivate employees to better performance whereas 
providing responsibility and opportunities for growth in competence 
probably will (Miskel & Ogawa, 1989; Hackman, 1980; Buchanan, 1979; 
Hackman & Lee, 1979; Hackman & Suttle, 1977; Rush, 1971). 
JOB CHARACTERISTICS THEORY 
The job characteristics theory identifies five core job dimensions which 
when present are postulated to determine conditions that will produce internal 
job motivation for those performing the work. Originally, Turner and 
Lawrence (1965) suggested that individuals will be internally motivated to 
perform well when they 1) experience their work as meaningful; 2) feel they 
have personal responsibility for the outcome of the work; and 3) obtain 
regular and trustworthy knowledge of the results of their work (Buchanan, 
1979; Hackman & Lee, 1979; Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Hackman & Lee, 1976; 
Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Turner & Lawrence, 1965). According to Hackman 
and Oldham (1976) the five core dimensions are defined as follows: 
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"* Skill variety the degree to which a job requires a variety of 
different activities that involve the use of a number of different 
skills and talents. 
* Task identity - the degree to which the job requires completion of a 
whole and identifiable piece of work. 
* Task significance the degree to which a job has a substantial impact 
on the lives or work of other people, whether in the immediate 
organization on in the external environment. 
* Autonomy the degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, 
independence and discretion to the individual in scheduling the work 
and indetermining the procedures to be used in carrying it out. 
* Feedback - the degree to which carrying out the work activities 
required by the job results in the individual obtaining direct and clear 
information about the effectiveness of his performance. " 
Unlike the other job focused work redesign theories the job characteristics 
theory employs the use of a diagnostic tool that is used to measure the attitudes 
and needs of employees prior to the redesign effort as well as measuring the 
change, if any, in attitudes after the redesign effort. 
This theory of work redesign states that the more the individual 
experiences meaningfulness, responsibility and knowledge of results, the 
greater will be the employee's motivation, quality of performance and work 
satisfaction. However, as many in the field of behavioral sciences have 
indicated, not everyone is able, or wanting, to become internally motivated by 
their work. Some workers are quite happy with their current jobs and 
satisfied with their current situation, while others look for opportunities that 
provide greater autonomy, responsibility and meaning. Hackman and Oldham, 
(1976) realizing these idiocyncracies, developed the idea of the motivating 
potential score (MPS) which provides a summary index of the degree to which 
the objective characteristics of the job will prompt internal work motivation. 
This index will be discussed later in conjunction with the measurement tool 
and its use in the context of this research project. However, suffice it to say 
that the MPS can be useful in diagnosing jobs and in assessing the 
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effectiveness of job enrichment activities (Hackman & Lee, 1979; Hackman, 
1976; Hackman & Oldham, 1975). 
As previously stated, some people are satisfied with their current 
situation while others are looking for more opportunity. Psychologists 
describe these behaviors as psychological needs associated with internal 
motivation. Research has shown that some people have strong needs for 
personal accomplishment while others reject efforts for stimulation. The job 
characteristics theory attempts to predict and identify those people with high 
growth-need strength. Research shows that individuals who have a high need 
for personal growth and development at work have been shown to respond 
more positively to enriched work than people with low growth need strength 
(Hackman & Lee, 1979; Oldham, Hackman & Pearce, 1976; Hackman, Oldham, 
Janson & Purdy, 1975; Hackman & Oldham, 1975). 
SOCIOTECHNICAL / REENGINEERING THEORY 
The sociotechnical theory of work redesign begins with the premise that the 
entire work system is redesigned incorporating the social and technical 
aspects of the workplace in an integretated and mutually supportive role 
(Hackman, 1980; Hackman & Lee, 1979; Emery & Trist, 1969). Socio-technical 
system theorists make the assumption that the work organization is an open 
system having the fol lowing characteristics: 
1. They are dependent upon matter - energy exchanges with their 
environment for their survival. 
2. They are self regulating. 
3. Their behavior shows equifinality. (Buchanan, 1979) 
This systems approach to work redesign emphasizes the fact that 
organizations are embedded in, and affected by, an outside environment. 
According to the literature, the single most pervasive environmental factor 
affecting the work organization is the culture exhibited by that organization. 
Therefore when developing a work redesign effort using this theory, focus on 
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the culture, values, and accepted work practices of an organization is 
prescribed. 
The sociotechnical theory does not have a specific guide to follow or 
diagnostic tools associated with its use. However, Chern (1976) developed nine 
theorems to illustrate how sociotechnical ideas can be applied to the design of 
w o r k : 
1. The process of job redesign must involve the participation of those 
who perform the job. 
2. Job design should involve minimal critical specification of tasks, roles 
and methods. 
3. Exceptions in the work should be handled as close to their point of 
origin as possible. 
4. Jobs should involve multiple rather than single functions. 
5. Departmental boundaries should be drawn to maximize functional 
autonomy in relation to tasks being performed. 
6. Information systems should be designed so that information is first 
provided at the point in the organization where action must be 
taken on the basis of the information. 
7. Organizational systems (personnel and control systems) must be 
designed to support the sociotechnical design of the work itself. 
8. Job and organizational designs should provide high-quality work 
experiences for organization members . 
9. As soon as job or organizational design is implemented, its 
consequences should be examined to determine the need for 
fu r the r redes ign . 
We can also refer to sociotechnical systems theory as reengineering. It 
is interesting to note that with the exception of Chern's (1976) theorem 
number 5, the ideas developed by Trist and Emery (1969) and later by Chern 
(1976) are almost identical to Hammer and Champy's (1993) revolutionary 
manifesto for business survival in the 1990's. Both approaches identify the 
significant position technology and information management play within the 
framework of workplace redesign, and both focus on the need for cultural 
change within the organization to effect change throughout. 
However we refer to this theory of work redesign, one important point 
must be made regarding its intent; its guiding light rests on answering the 
question "how should the organization function' ' and how to we achieve that 
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form (Hackman, 1980, Hackman & Suttle, 1977; Hackman & Lee, 1979; Hackman 
& Oldham, 1976). 
The commonly expressed purpose of work redesign is to create more 
meaningful and satisfying work with the assumption being that productivity 
can be increased not so much by improving the technology as by improving 
the motivational climate. I will attempt to show which jobs and which 




The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) was developed by Hackman and Oldham 
with research supported by the Office of Naval Research and by the U.S. 
Department of Labor. The JDS has its origins in previous research conducted 
by Turner & Lawrence (1965) and by Hackman & Lawler (1971). Many of the 
scales and items used by the original researchers have been retained, 
although in a revised form, in the JDS. The JDS underwent three revisions 
during a two year developmental period culminating with its present form in 
1975. The authors state throughout the development of the JDS, analyses were 
conducted to assess the validity of the theory on which the instrument is based 
(Hackman & Oldham, 1975). 
Each class of variables is measured in two different sections of the JDS 
and by items written in two different formats. The instrument uses a Likert 
seven-point response scale (l=low; 7=high). The full instrument used in this 
research is included in Appendix A. 
The JDS provides a measure of the five core job dimensions which are 
modeled in Figure 1 (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). 
Figure 1 










^ E x p e r i e n c e d High Internal 
Work Motivation 
Task High Quality 
Work Per fo rmance 
A u t o n o m y 
E x p e r i e n c e d 
Responsibil i ty for 
Outcomes of the Work High Satisfaction 
With the Work 
F e e d b a c k 
The core job dimensions are defined as follows: 
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Skill variety the degree to which a job requires a variety of different 
activities that involve the use of a number of different skills and 
t a l e n t s . 
Task identity the degree to which the job requires completion of a 
whole and identifiable piece of work. 
Task significance - the degree to which a job has a substantial impact on 
the lives or work of other people, whether in the immediate 
organization on in the external envi ronment . 
Autonomy the degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, 
independence and discretion to the individual in scheduling the work 
and indetermining the procedures to be used in carrying it out. 
Feedback the degree to which carrying out the work activities 
required by the job results in the individual obtaining direct and clear 
information about the effectiveness of his performance. (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1975; Hackman & Suttle, 1979) 
In addition, measures are obtained for two supplementary dimensions 
which have been shown to be helpful in understanding jobs and employee 
reactions to them. These are: 
Feedback from agents - the degree to which the employee receives clear 
informat ion about performance f rom supervisors . 
Dealing with others the degree to which the job requires the employee 
to work closely with other people in carrying out work activities. 
(Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Buchanan, 1979) 
The JDS also provides measures for each of the three critical 
psychological states identified in Figure 1. The psychological states acts a a 
mediator between the core job dimensions and the outcomes of the work, they 
a r e : 
Experienced meaningfulness of the work the degree to which the 
employee experiences the job as one which is generally meaningful , 
valuable and worthwhile. 
Experienced responsibility for work outcomes the degree to which the 
employee feels personally accountable and responsible for the results 
of the w o r k . 
Knowledge of results - the degree to which the employee knows and 
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understands how effectively the job is being performed. (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1975; Buchanan, 1979; Hackman & Suttle, 1979). 
Scores for the critical psychological states are obtained from both self-
descriptive and projective type items. 
The JDS also provides measures for a number of personal outcomes or 
feelings a person obtains from performing a job. These personal outcomes are 
general satisfaction; internal work motivation; and specific satisfactions 
related to extrinsic factors of job security, compensation, peers, supervision 
and opportunity for personal growth. 
Items measuring general satisfaction and internal work motivation are 
combined with critical psychological states, while the f ive specific 
satisfactions are reported directly as they relate to how satisfied or dissatisfied 
employees are with 
various aspects of their work. 
Lastly, the JDS identifies the strength of the employee's desire to obtain 
growth satisfactions from the work experience. This measure is predicted to 
influence how positively an employee will respond to a job with objectively 
high motivat ing potential . 
The content of individual jobs can be assessed on the five core job 
dimensions by using the rating scales. From these results we can compute a 
summary "motivating potential score" for each job using the equation: 
MPS = (skill + task + task) x Autonomy x Feedback 
variety identity significance 
3 
MPS scores can range from 1 to 350, and an average score of 125 suggests that 
the job has the potential to provide high internal work motivation. The theory 
further suggests that a job high in motivating potential must be high in at 
least one of the three dimensions that lead to experienced meaningfulness, and 
the job is high in both autonomy and feedback (Hackman, Oldham, Janson & 
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Purdy, 1975). 
A job high in motivating potential will not affect all individuals in the 
same way. The hypothesis states that people in jobs with high MPS scores will 
experience psychological states that will in turn lead to lower absenteeism and 
turnover and will produce higher quality work performance, high internal 
work motivation and high job satisfaction. People who strongly value and 
desire personal feelings of accomplishment and growth should respond very 
positively to a job that is high on the core job dimensions. Alternatively, those 
who do not value personal growth and accomplishment may find such a job, 
which is high in MPS, uncomfortable and stressful. Therefore the moderator, 
growth need strength, which measures the employees willingness to change, 
or desire to obtain growth from work, is used to predict how positively an 
employee will respond to a job with high motivating potential (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1975; Hackman & Suttle, 1979; Buchanan, 1979). 
The moderating influence of growth need strength operates in two 
ways. First, people with high growth need strength may be more likely or 
better able to experience the critical psychological states when their jobs have 
high MPS. Second, all employees may experience the critical psychological 
states, but those with high growth need strength respond more positively. 
Buchanan (1979) concludes that the Job Diagnostic Survey appears to be a 
valuable research instrument, and that the results that have so far been 
obtained provide strong support for the validity of the job characteristics 
model. In addition, Hackman and Oldham (1976) tested the moderating effect of 
growth need strength and found that the relationship between the experience 
of the critical psychological states and personal and work outcomes was strong 
for individuals with high growth need strength, and weak for individuals with 
low growth need strength (Buchanan, 1979). 
Chapter 3 
Critique of the Model 
Hackman and Oldham (1980) acknowledge several shortcomings in their 
theory. Particularly important is the fact that differences exist among people 
and there is no defined method to account for their differences. Miskel and 
Ogawa (1989) not only question these differences but also note that the links 
between psychological states are apparently not as strong as was suggested in 
the original formulation. In addition, O'Connor, Rudolf, and Peters (1980) 
make the following argument: additional objective measures of task 
characteristics are needed; research should be directed toward precise 
specification of complementary levels of individuals and task characteristics; 
and larger sample sizes are needed. 
Additionally, Roberts and Glick (1981) suggest that there are substantial 
inconsistencies in the area of task design. They intimate that these 
inconsistencies appear not only in the basic theory, but also in the 
measurements, analyses, and interpretations. They suggest further research 
is required to develop the theory. 
Lastly, the tool was designed to be reliable when administered to five or 
more individuals in the same job situation. With the exception of individual 
growth need strength Hale, Hawkins, Martin and Minor (1991) state that data 
collected from fewer respondents are marginally reliable or completely 
unrel iable. 
Delimitation 
The delimitation of this study is that it includes only employees from two 
for-profit , corporately owned hospitals located in the State of Kentucky. 
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Hospital A is a 110 bed community hospital, in Mayfield, Kentucky. Mayfield is 
a rural community of 10,255 located in Graves County, in far western 
Kentucky. The total population of the county is 34,800 and the county is part of 
the Paducah/Southern Illinois SMA. Hospital A, is the only hospital in the 
service area and is the area's third largest employer with approximately 470 
employees. 
Hospital B is a regional 211 bed acute care hospital, located in Bowling 
Green, Kentucky. This community is located in a separate SMA and is classified 
as a small light industrial city. It is served by two acute care hospitals. The 
population of Bowling Green is 45,451 while the Warren County total 
population is 84,048. Because Bowling Green is home to Western Kentucky 
University the population base increases to approximately 65,000 during the 
academic year. Hospital B, which serves a six county area, employs 
approximately 625 people; according to the local Chamber of Commerce, it is 
the areas fifth largest employer. 
Both hospitals are affiliates of a large for-profit healthcare corporation 
and are members of the same regional network. 
Limitations 
A limitation of this study exists because the study involves support 
service employees of a for-profit corporation and the results will reflect the 
geographic location, educational level, and culture of the people employed. 
The number of support service employees without a high school diploma is 
approximately 50% for both facilities. The majority of those people work in 
either housekeeping or dietary. The organizational culture of the two 
hospitals is similar because the CEO of Hospital B, at the time of this study, had 
a tenure of nine months and was the CEO of Hospital A for eight years prior to 
joining Hospital B. He initiated the work redesign and reengineering efforts 
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at both hospitals. In addition, this study may not be readily generalizable to 
other acute care hospitals outside the geographic regions defined earlier. 
Methods 
This research was conducted at two different for-profit , acute care 
hospitals in western Kentucky. The common denominators were that these 
hospitals are affiliated with the same corporate parent due to a recent merger; 
the work redesign and reengineering initiatives were lead by the same chief 
executive officer; and the consultant hired to initiate work redesign and 
reengineering was the same. The first hospital, Hospital A, completed a work 
redesign initiative two years prior to the initiatives undertaken by the second 
hospital, Hospital B. 
The focus of the research was the support services employees who 
comprised five functions at Hospital A: housekeeping, plant operations, 
materials management, food services and courier/transport; and four 
functions at Hospital B: housekeeping, plant operations, food services and 
courier/ transport . The work redesign consultant concentrated initial 
attention on this segment of facility employees; therefore, the focus and 
choice of research subjects was more a quid pro quo or natural selection 
rather than one of research design. 
In order to keep the study groups consistent, only first shift employees 
at the two hospitals were surveyed. This approach was decided upon due to the 
fact that Hospital A's work redesign initiatives affected all employees on all 
shifts while the work redesign initiative at Hospital B would initially affect 
only first shift employees. Hospital B's second and third shift employees would 
be phased into redesigned work after an initial six month trial. 
The number of job descriptions affected at Hospital A totaled 19 broken 
down as follows: housekeeping three job descriptions; plant operations three 
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job descriptions; materials management two job descriptions; food services 
eight job descriptions; courier/transport three job descriptions. At Hospital B, 
the same services, with the exception of materials management, were affected 
during the initial work redesign efforts. Therefore materials management 
employees would not be part of the study group at Hospital B. At Hospital B, the 
number of job descriptions totaled 29 broken down as follows: housekeeping 
five job descriptions; plant operations eight job descriptions; food services 
eleven job descriptions; and courier/transport three job descriptions. Due to 
the nature of the work encompassed by these support services functions all 
jobs within each functional area are similar between the two hospitals. In 
other words, the basic work performed by a housekeeper or a general 
maintenance worker at Hospital A will closely resemble the work performed 
by similar personnel at Hospital B, and so on within each functional area. 
However, at Hospital A all food service, housekeeping, courier/transport and 
materials management personnel are cross-trained whereas at Hospital B 
cross-training of staffs had not been initiated prior to survey administration. 
At the time of pretest administration there were 60 people employed in 
the five functional areas at Hospital A. Of these 60 employees, 27 (n=27) 
employees, or 45% of the staff took the survey. This number represented 
approximately 80% of all daytime employees. Due to scheduling conflicts not 
all employees could be made available to sit for the survey. Because work 
redesign at Hospital B initially involved only daytime employees, only daytime 
employees at Hospital A were surveyed. This arrangement was to reduce the 
possibility of survey bias. 
The survey was administered to employees in groups of five or six. At 
each sitting, the general nature of the research was explained before 
employees began work on the survey. Employees were also given time to ask 
any questions. Employees were asked not to give their names or gender; 
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however, they were requested to identify their functional area. Surveys were 
administered during working hours and required approximately 20 minutes to 
c o m p l e t e . 
At the time of pretest administration at Hospital B the four functional 
areas employed 85 people. Of these 85 employees, 40 (n=40), or 47% completed 
the questionnaire. This number represented approximately 69% of all first 
shift employees. Three surveys were deemed unusable as these were not 
completed, revised N= 37. The functional area of courier/transport at Hospital 
B was recently established prior to pretest administration. The staff of this 
functional area were existing hospital employees employed in various clinical 
and non-clinical areas. 
The survey was administered in a manner similar to the one conducted 
at Hospital A, in order to reduce the possibility of survey bias. In addition, 
only daytime employees were surveyed as work redesign efforts at Hospital B 
would initially involve daytime employees. Surveying afternoon and night 
time employees at either facility would not offer any basis for comparisons for 
reasons explained earlier. 
After approximately six months of work redesign activities each 
hospital was administered a posttest in a manner similar to the initial survey. 
At the time of post test administration there were 55 people employed in the 
five functional areas at Hospital A, representing 92% of the original total. 
Three dietary and two transport employees either transferred to other 
departments within the hospital or left the employ of the hospital altogether. 
Of these 55 employees, 30 (n=30) employees, or 54% of the staff, took the 
survey. This number represented approximately 91% of all daytime 
employees. Due to scheduling conflicts not all employees could be made 
available to sit for the posttest survey. 
At the time of posttest administration at Hospital B the four functional 
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areas employed 75 people. Of these 75 employees, 44 (n=44) or 58% completed 
the questionnaire representing approximately 81% of all daytime employees 
and 88% of the original staff at time of pretest. Due to scheduling conflicts not 
all employees could be made available for the survey. Eight employees from 
housekeeping were either terminated or transferred to other departments 
however, three employees were transferred into housekeeping f rom a clinical 
service and three new employees were hired, three employees f rom plant 
operations were terminated or transferred and six employees f rom dietary 
were terminated or transferred. The transport department experienced a net 
gain of six employees during this time; two were new hires while the other 
four were transfers from dietary (one), housekeeping (two) and plant 
opera t ions (one). 
Research Questions 
Six research questions were investigated: 
1. Does work redesign influence employee motivation as measured by the MPS? 
2. Does work redesign influence general satisfaction as measured by the JDS? 
3. Does work redesign influence internal motivation as measured by the JDS? 
4. Does the social dimension of specific satisfaction influence general 
s a t i s f a c t i o n ? 
5. Does the supervision dimension of specific satisfaction influence general 
s a t i s f a c t i o n ? 
6. Does the growth dimension of specific satisfaction influence general 
s a t i s f a c t i o n ? 
Chapter 4 
Results 
Description of Study Sample 
A total of 141 pretest and posttest surveys were completed during this 
study. Hospital A had 57 respondents (27 pretest and 30 posttest) while Hospital 
B had 84 respondents (40 pretest and 44 posttest). Demographic information is 
provided in the tables below: 
TABLE 1 
HOSPITAL A DEMOGRAPHICS AGE 
Housekeeping Plant Operations Food Service 
Mean Age (years) 48.1 44.7 4 7 . 5 
R a n g e 19 69 29 61 24 - 69 









Mean Age (years) 
R a n g e 
Standard Deviation 
HOSPITAL B DEMOGRAPHICS AGE 
Housekeeping Plant Operations Food Service Transport 
40.09 43.9 3 7 . 6 43.07 
18 73 25 68 21 57 28 73 
14.39 11.73 10.52 11.29 
M a l e 
F e m a l e 
HOSPITAL A DEMOGRAPHICS - GENDER 
Housekeeping Plant Operations Food Service Materials Mgmt Transport 
23% 86% 5% 50% 22% 
77% 14% 95% 50% 78% 
M a l e 
F e m a l e 
HOSPITAL B DEMOGRAPHICS - GENDER 
Housekeeping Plant Operations Food Service Transport 
28% 91% 10% 33% 
72% 8% 90% 67% 
HOSPITAL A DEMOGRAPHICS - LENGTH OF SERVICE 
Housekeeping Plant Operations Food Service Materials Mgmt Transport 
Mean (years) 6.02 13.42 8.15 10.5 3.05 
Range 1 19 2 22 1 20 2 24 1 10 
Standard Deviation 6.38 2.45 7.78 8.31 3.06 
HOSPITAL B DEMOGRAPHICS - LENGTH OF SERVICE 
Housekeeping Plant Operations Food Service Transport 
Mean (years) 6.5 15.09 7.6 5.08 
Range 1 24 1 - 2 4 1 23 1 16 




Data on the departments' test scores are summarized in Table 1 for 
Hospital A and Table 2 for Hospital B. Both tables display the sample sizes, 
group means, standard deviations and ranges for the composite dimensions 
pretest and posttest scores related to MPS, general satisfaction, internal 
motivation, growth, social and supervision received from the sample groups 
from both hospitals. 
The total MPS score for Hospital A showed an overall increase of 24% 
pretest to posttest. Additionally, each department experienced improvement in 
their respective MPS score ranging from .5% for food service to 67% for 
t r a n s p o r t . 
The general satisfaction dimension experienced a decline for the total 
hospital of 8% with food service, transport, plant operations and housekeeping 
experiencing declines of 19%, 15%, 15% and 14%, respectively. Materials 
management was the only department experiencing an improvement pretest 
to posttest, this improvement totaled 15%. 
Internal motivation was the only other dimension experiencing an 
overall hospital improvement. This improvement pretest to posttest was 
slightly over 3%. Food service improved .5% while transport, plant operations 
and and materials management improved 1%, 3% and 13%, respectively. 
Housekeeping experienced the only decline in this dimension, this decline was 
slightly over 2%. 
The social, supervision and growth dimensions declined pretest to 
posttest for the hospital as a whole. Materials management consistently 
showed improvement for each of these dimensions from a low of 3% for social 
to a high of 16% for supervision. The growth dimension improvement pretest 
to posttest was 9%. 
Housekeeping, plant operations, food service and transport experienced 
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DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
HOSPITAL A 
1 Pretest M P S i Posttest 
n i X sd range n i x sd range 
Total Hospital ; 27 | 131.28 56.77 35 - 244 30 i 163.3 71.07 29.79 - 302.2 
Food Service i 5 ! 162.65 67.61 87 - 241 8 | 168.55 71.93 63 - 302.2 
Transport ! 8 i ! 10.71 73.86 35 - 244 9 I 185.57 76.47 30 - 295.8 
Plant Ops j 5 j 161.33 18.36 136 - 180 5 ; 176 76.8 70 - 253.5 
Housekeeping 1 4 i 101.75 59.56 35 - 180 5 ! 151.4 81.96 29.79 - 227.5 
Material Mgmt ! 5 i 119.96 64.21 45.5 - 187 3 j 135 48.21 80 - 170 
General Satisfaction 
; n : X sd range n X sd range 
Total Hospital : 27 | 5.71 1.07 2.33 - 7 30 | 5.24 0.94 1.33 - 7 
Food Service i 5 ! 5.73 1.14 4 - 7 8 | 4.79 ! 1.22 3.33 - 7 
Transport ! 8 | 5.71 1.5 2.33 - 7 9 | 4.93 1 1.64 1.33 - 7 
Plant Ops j 5 5.93 0.54 5.33 - 6.33 5 ! 5.13 1.26 3 - 6.33 
Housekeeping 1 4 i 5.5 1 4 - 6 5 i 4.8 : 0.18 4.67 - 5 
Internal Motivation 
• n | X sd range n j X sd range 
Food Service i 5 i 5.4 0.94 4.5 - 7 8 i 5.47 i 1.06 4 - 7 
Plant Ops \ 5 i 5.05 0.81 4.25 - 6.25 5 i 5.25 ; 1 4 - 6 
Housekeeping 4 | 5.13 0.14 5 - 5.25 5 5 j 1.15 3.5 - 6.5 
Material Mgmt 5 i 5.05 0.62 4 - 5.5 3 i 5.75 i 0.66 5.25 - 6.5 
S o c i a l 
! n X sd range n j x i sd range 
Total Hospital i 27 | 6.07 0.58 4.33 - 7 30 i 5.88 i 0.74 4 - 7 
Food Service I 5 ! 6.4 0.36 6 - 6.67 8 j 5.46 ! 1.02 4 - 7 
Transport i 8 ; 6.38 0.57 5.33 - 7 9 I 6.52 i 0.41 6 - 7 
Plant Ops i 5 ; 5.93 0.27 5.67 - 6.33 5 | 5.67 | 0.47 5 - 6 
Housekeeping ! 4 5.5 0.79 4.33 - 6 5 ! 5.47 j 1.12 4 - 7 
Material Mgmt ! 5 6.13 0.9 4.67 - 7 
S u p e r v i s i o n j 
3 j 6.3 i 0.66 5.67 - 7 
i n X sd range n i X sd range 
Total Hospital : 27 5.29 1.06 2 - 7 30 ! 4.85 i 1.29 1 - 7 
Food Service i 5 6.2 0.44 5.67 - 6.67 8 i 5.08 ; 1.1 3 - 6 
Transport i 8 5.38 1.48 2.33 - 7 9 ; 5.04 | 1.71 2.33 - 7 
Plant Ops ! 5 4.07 1.43 2 - 5.53 5 3.4 j 1.11 2 - 4.67 
Material Mgmt 
n X sd range n i x ; sd range 
Total Hospital i 27 5.36 1.25 2.75 - 7 30 | 4.99 j 1.45 1 - 7 
Food Service ! 5 6.2 1.14 3.75 - 6.75 8 ; 4.69 j 1.83 1 - 6.75 
Transport ! 8 5.25 1.41 2.75 - 7 9 | 4.44 1.92 2.5 - 6.75 
Plant Ops ; 5 5 1.14 3 - 5.75 5 ! 5.4 | 0 .84 4.25 - 6 
Housekeeping ; 4 4.81 1.29 3 - 5.75 5 i 4.35 i 1.79 1.5 - 6 
Material Mgmt I 5 5.55 1.28 3.5 - 7 3 | 6.08 j 0.87 5.25 - 7 
TABLE 3 24 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
| Pretest M P S | Positest 
n X sd range n | x ; sd range 
Total Hospital 35 ! 153.3 64.17 41.3 - 294 45 | 152.4 79.99 35 - 318.5 
Food Service i 11 ! 127.2 70.59 41.3 - 268 15 ! 148.5 ; 66.238 35 - 274.6 
Transport i 4 i 176.4 80.85 78.8 - 275 ; 8 i 145.6 ; 78.98 35 - 247 
Plant Ops i 9 i 166.4 64.97 58 - 294 5 j 152.8 ; 103.6 51.04 - 318.5 
General Satisfaction 
| n i x sd range n i x i sd range 
Total Hospital ! 35 ; 5.42 0.79 2.67 - 7 45 [ 5.07 1.46 1.67 - 7 
Plant Ops i 9 i 5.67 0.62 4.67 - 6.33 i 5 i 4.93 ; 2.01 1.67 - 7 
Internal Motivat ion 
Food Service i 11 j 5.75 1.09 4 - 7 i 15 5.87 0.83 4.25 - 7 
Transport 1 4 ! 6.19 0.81 5 - 7 8 ! 6.08 ] 0.78 4.5 - 7 
Plant Ops ! 9 5.81 0.64 5.25 - 7 | 5 j 5.7 1.09 4 - 7 
Housekeeping ; 11 | 5.16 0.95 3 - 6 ; 17 j 5.53 0.97 4 - 7 
i n ; x sil range a x sd range 
Total Hospital ' 35 j 5.92 0.79 2.67 - 7 * 45 5.89 0.73 3.67 • 7 
Food Service 1 1 : 5.48 1.13 2.67 - 6.67 15 5.76 0.75 4.67 - 7 
Transport ] 4 ' 6.58 0.5 6 - 7 j 8 6.29 * 0.65 j 4 . 5 - 7 
Plant Ops 1 9 1 6 0.74 5.33 - 7 5 5.8 0.73 4 - 7 
Housekeeping * H 5.64 * 0.79 4 - 6.67 17 * 5.73 0.79 4 • 7 
S u p e r v i s i o n 
n X sd ! range i n i X sd range 
Food Service ! 1 1 " 4.97 1.97 i 1.67 - 7 ! | 15 j 5.27 1.64 2.33 - 7 
Transport 4 6.5 0.57 6 - 7 i 8 ! 6.42 0.79 4.67 - 7 
Plant Ops | 9 • 5.48 1.24 1 2.67 - 7 j j 5 j 4.47 1.7 3 - 7 
Housekeeping ! 1 1 5 1.79 1 - 6.67 ; | 17 5.47 1.19 2.67 - 6.67 
Growth 
i n j x sd range 
Total Hospital 35 3.11 1.12 2.25 - 7 
Food Service 11 4.48 1.63 2.25 - 6.25 
Transport j 4 | 5.75 : 1.13 i 4.25 - 7 | 
Plant Ops I 9 j 5.67 | 0.7 j 4.75 - 6.5 
n X sd i range 
45 j 4.97 1.34 : 3 - 7 
15 i 5.07 1.64 j 2.5 - 7 
8 i 5.38 j 1.38 ! 3 - 7 
Housekeeping 
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declines of .5% to 17% for the social dimension; 7% to 23% for the supervision 
dimension; and 10% to 32% for the growth dimension. 
The MPS scores remained virtually constant pretest to posttest for 
Hospital B. The food service and housekeeping departments realized the most 
impressive positive changes. All other departments experienced a decline 
pretest to posttest. The transport department experienced the most drastic 
decline of over 30 points or 17%. 
General satisfaction at Hospital B experienced an overall decline of 6%. 
Food service experienced a 5% improvement pretest to posttest; it was the only 
department showing an improvement. All other departments experienced 
declines ranging from 8% to 13%. 
Internal motivation demonstrated a slight overall increase pretest to 
posttest. Housekeeping and food service realized gains of 6% and 2%, 
respectively, while transport and plant operations experienced declines of 2% 
e a c h . 
The social dimension was unchanged pretest to posttest. Transport and 
plant operations experienced declines while housekeeping and food services 
experienced increases of 2% and 5%, respectively. 
The supervision dimension, like the social dimension, remained 
virtually unchanged. Housekeeping experienced the greatest percentage 
increase of 9% with food service also experiencing an increase of 6% pretest to 
posttest. These gains however were overshadowed by an 18% decline in the 
plant operations' posttest score. The transport department's score experienced 
a slight posttest decline. 
The growth dimension experienced an overall decline of 3%, increases 
were realized by housekeeping and food service of 2% and 12%, respectively. 
Transport and plant operations again experienced declines, 6% and 15%, 
r e s p e c t i v e l y . 
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To determine whether the specific satisfaction dimensions of social, 
supervision and growth influenced general satisfaction a correlational 
analysis was performed to determine any strengths of association. Table 4 
identifies the results of the r^ test for Hospital A while Table 5 identifies the 
results for Hospital B. As can be observed a strong association exits between 
the independent variables of social, supervision and growth and the 
dependent variable general satisfaction. At Hospital A all areas except plant 
operations experienced r-squared values greater than .70 in both pretest and 
posttest analysis indicating that a moderately strong association exists between 
the two variables. 
Table 4 
Hospital A 
Correlating the Social, Supervision and Growth Dimensions to General 
S a t i s f a c t i o n 
D e p a r t m e n t Pretest r^ Posttest r^ 
Food Service 0.98 0.72 
T r a n s p o r t 0.81 0.81 
Plant Operat ions 0.28 0.07 
H o u s e k e e p i n g 0.99 0.72 
Mater ia l s Management 0.82 1.00 
As for Hospital B the r^ values indicate a strong association exists 
between the variables under analysis. The r-squared values for plant 
operations (.99) and transport (.80), confirmed that the independent variables 
are related to the dependent variable both in the pretest and the posttest 
analysis. Unfortunately, housekeeping did not confirm this scenario in either 
pretest or posttest analysis while food service confirmed the association in the 
pretest results only. 
Table 5 
Hospital B 
Correlating the Social, Supervision and Growth Dimensions to General 
S a t i s f a c t i o n 
D e p a r t m e n t Pretest r^ Posttest r^ 
Food Service 0.74 0.22 
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T r a n s p o r t 0.99 0.80 
Plant Operat ions 0.87 0.99 
H o u s e k e e p i n g 0.26 0.31 
Testing the significance of the results pretest to posttest, performing a 
t-test or ANOVA was not conducted since the intent was to determine whether 
an association existed within the survey groups not whether there was 
improvement pretest to posttest. 
Chapter 5 
Discussion 
Work redesign is an efficiency philosophy which in the past few years 
has been used as part of a larger change package aimed at improving not only 
productivity but the overall quality of work life as well. It involves a process 
of cultural change to improve the quality of the work performed. At times 
work redesign makes work more meaningful, expands job skills, and empowers 
staff to become more valuable to the organization. At other times work 
redesign initiates animosity and worker discontent. Regardless of the feelings 
a work redesign initiative instills it forces people to change habits that have 
invariably led to poor performance and/or inefficient use of resources. 
Regarding Hypothesis 1, the work redesign initiative at Hospital A 
realized improved MPS scores posttest to pretest. Hospital A pretest mean MPS 
results indicated that a work redesign initiative was necessary because a 
majority of the departments involved in this study failed to meet the 125 MPS 
threshold. As stated earlier, jobs with MPS scores below 125 are recommended 
for job redesign. However, all posttest MPS scores did exceed the 125 threshold 
for MPS indicating that the redesigned jobs provided improved motivation. 
The t-test analysis and ANOYA demonstrated that there was very little 
statistical significance regarding the improved MPS scores posttest to pretest. 
The lack of statistical significance is primarily attributed to the the small 
sample size of the various departments. In addition, there was no method of 
insuring that the staff who completed the pretest were the same who 
completed the posttest. This lack of control limits the ability to make 
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comparisons that could be generalizable throughout the entire population. 
The pretest mean MPS for departments at Hospital B indicated that a 
work redesign initiative was not necessary. The total mean was 153.25 well 
above the 125 threshold supported by the JDS, thus suggesting that there 
existed no motivational problems with regard to these employees unlike their 
counterparts at Hospital A. Given that the pretest survey mean suggested no 
discernible reason for a work redesign initiative, the posttest mean, 152.4, also 
suggested that work redesign was not only not necessary but also not effective, 
since it had no effect on MPS. In addition, the results indicate that the work 
redesign initiative contributed to a decline in overall means for general 
satisfaction and growth needs. Testing the significance of the results using 
both the t-test and ANOVA confirmed a lack of statistical significance. 
Apparently, this group of employees already felt motivated. 
Questions are thus raised about the veracity of a work redesign 
initiative when pretest results indicate that general satisfaction is high, and 
when growth needs strength suggests that employees may not respond 
altogether positively to a job enrichment/work redesign initiative (Hackman 
& Suttle, 1977). The only other reason for implementing a work redesign 
initiative, as suggested by the literature, is as an effort to change the culture 
of the organization. As previously discussed, the CEO at Hospital B came from 
Hospital A. This CEO initiated work redesign and reengineering at Hospital A 
primarily to change the culture of the organization before managed care 
forced organizational restructuring and change. Whether this initiative 
succeeded is beyond the scope of the current research. However, within its 
former for-profi t organization, Hospital A was considered the reengineering 
model for all corporate facilities. When the CEO assumed his current role at 
Hospital B he realized from the very beginning that organizational and 
cultural change was imperative for Hospital B to survive within its 
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marketplace. 
Furthermore, posttest results suggest that any future attempt to 
redesign jobs at Hospital B may be met with resistance as the growth need 
strength indicator declined. The meaning is that employees experienced a 
decrease in their need to have stimulating work; according to Hackman & 
Suttle (1977) these employees will not respond as readily to enriched jobs. 
Hypothesis 2, which discusses general satisfaction, was not confirmed at 
either hospital. Scores tended to be lower posttest to pretest. ANOVA and t-test 
analysis revealed no statistical significance between the pretest and posttest. 
Therefore we can reliably say that work redesign did not influence job 
satisfaction. On a more positive note, job satisfaction is related to several 
factors outside the realm of work redesign. Regardless of the initiative, 
employees respond to certain needs described by Herzberg. The primary 
determinants of employee satisfaction are related to recognition, achievement, 
responsibility, advancement and empowerment (Rush, 1971). Although work 
redesign provides employees with more responsibility and empowerment it 
was never intended to facilitate a higher satisfaction level but rather higher 
productivity and worker efficiency. According to Herzberg's theory, a job will 
enhance work motivation only to the extent that motivators are designed into 
the work (Miskel & Ogawa, 1989). It should be noted that one of the major 
assumptions about the initiative under study was that work would be 
redesigned to provide labor savings through job combinations, elimination of 
supervisory layers and cross-training departmental employees. It was in the 
strictest sense an eff iciency initiative. 
Hypothesis 3 was not confirmed. For both Hospital A and Hospital B the 
change in internal motivation was not statistically significant. 
Regarding Hypothesises four, five, and six the results from Hospital A 
indicate that for a majority of the departments surveyed a correlation exists 
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between the independent variables the social, supervision and growth 
dimensions of specific satisfaction and the dependent variable general 
satisfaction. These results however, were not present for the plant operations 
department at Hospital A. Examining this department separately moreover 
indicates that this research failed to support the hypothesis, since there was 
no correlation whatsoever between the independent and dependent variables. 
The undiscerning observer might say that the climate within this 
department is negative giving rise to the results. However, based upon other 
factors provided by the JDS, it is evident that these employees were not 
sufficiently incorporated into the work redesign initiative as their growth 
need strength indicator decreased posttest to pretest. The results obtained 
suggest that the job redesign did not increase their opportunities for personal 
discretion and learning. It is possible that either the department leader or 
some other external factor created a poor climate for change resulting in a 
poor redesign effort . 
Although the other departments experienced similar results regarding 
the growth need strength indicator the hospital management is not concerned 
with these particular results because their r-squared values indicate a 
sufficient level of general satisfaction. The bottom line is that the work 
redesign initiative fulfilled the growth needs of these employees. 
In Hypothesis four, five and six the analysis for Hospital B indicates that 
a somewhat strong correlation exists in all departments, except for 
housekeeping, between the independent and dependent variables. 
Housekeeping's results could have been attributed to a lack of self-esteem 
generally associated with these employees if similar results were obtained at 
Hospital A. However, it appears that these employees viewed work redesign to 
mean that more work would be given to them because they were the least 
skilled and least paid. This attitude would give rise to a poorer showing of 
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general satisfaction. In addition, the growth needs strength indicator for this 
group suggests that they viewed their work as being moderately stimulating 
and taht any further attempts to redesign work could be met with resistance. 
Regardless of the intervention or initiative, people at the low end of the 
employment ladder - housekeeping, laundry, and food service workers - view 
their circumstances as powerless, and therefore growth within their jobs is 
both narrow and finite. These low skilled employees are not looking to satisfy 
Herzberg's upper level needs of self-esteem and self-actualization, but rather, 
they are trying to satisfy the lower level needs of safety, security, and 
belonging (Miskel & Ogawa, 1989; Hackman, 1980; Buchanan, 1979; Hackman & 
Lee, 1979; Hackman & Suttle, 1977; Rush, 1971). It is very difficult to raise 
someone's self-esteem, provide a climate for self-actualization, when their 
most important concerns are not how they feel about their jobs but rather how 
will they survive till their next paycheck. Rooms are cleaned the same way 
everyday; food is cooked and served the same way everyday; beds are made the 
same way everyday; differentiation is limited; job enrichment and growth are 
limited in both form and content. Attempts to redesign work must therefore be 
accomplished through interdepartmental cross-training with the added 
attraction that with each additional task or skill the employee learns the more 
they will earn. 
It is interesting to note that in the latest employee satisfaction survey 
housekeeping had the highest level of job satisfaction at Hospital B. The other 
departments included in this study scored below the hospital mean. These 
results may be a commentary on the attitudes these employees have towards 
their supervisors rather than as a commentary on work redesign. Additional 
research would provide a better explanation. 
What then makes employees feel good about what they do and about the 
changes realized though work redesign? Success can be measured by the tone 
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set by the particular department manager during any change/work redesign 
initiative. In the book Zapp! Empowerment in Healthcare (1993), William 
Byham describes how attitude displayed by the leader is the single most 
important factor separating good and bad job satisfaction. The role of the 
manager in creating a positive work environment, one in which 
empowerment rules and ownership of the job process is everyone's 
responsibility, is critical to the success of a work redesign initiative. Empathy, 
ambivalence, and resistance breeds contempt which inevitably spells disaster. 
This research was conducted with several groups that were less than 
optimal size; Hackman indicates that minimum group size is five and this may 
have compromised the results. Does this mean that the research failed? Not 
entirely, several positives are evident from this research. 
Employees respond to action regardless whether the action is positive or 
negative. This research demonstrated that there is value, although not in a 
statistical sense, to positive action. Managers must make willful attempts to 
create a positive environment for employees. Change is often a reaction to a 
problem. Work redesign is nothing more than a change mechanism used to 
solve a problem, whether that problem is poor efficiency, poor culture, poor 
communication, or poor market structure. Using work redesign and 
reengineering is a positive step, but the intent must be identified before the 
initiative begins; otherwise the goals to be achieved will be meaningless. The 
result of a poor redesign effort can lead to a second or third attempt at 
redesigning work in order to correct the problems associated with the initial 
attempt. All management will have achieved with a poor first attempt will be 
confusion and mistrust. The current situation at Hospital A, I believe, provides 
validity, as they are currently in the midst of a second redesign and 
r e e n g i n e e r i n g in i t i a t ive . 
One method of gauging whether work redesign has had a positive or 
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negative effect on the organization is to ask the customer his/her preceptions 
of service and service delivery. At Hospital B, the Patient Satisfaction Surveys 
for the four quarters previous to the work redesign initiative showed a steady 
decline in patient satisfaction. At the time of posttest (2nd Quarter 1996) the 
results from the Patient Satisfaction Survey showed a reversal in the previous 
trend and indicated that significant improvements were made regarding 
patient satisfaction. Patients felt that the hospital met their needs better, was 
cleaner, that the quality of the food improved, that they were more satisfied 
with their accommodations and that the level of nursing care and caring was 
exceeding their expectations. In fact, Hospital B exceeded the corporate mean 
in several key categories. The suggestion is that a correlation exists between 
customer satisfaction and employee satisfaction and provides some legitimacy 
for a work redesign initiative at Hospital B. Unfortunately, the results of 
Hospital A's Patient Satisfaction Survey were not made available for research 
p u r p o s e s . 
Did this research prove anything? Insofar as defining the need for 
further research on work redesign - when is it necessary, for whom, for what 
purpose and how do we measure real benefits it did. In the literature 
presently available there is very little substantiated research regarding the 
effects a work redesign initiative has on employees. There is, however, a 
plethora of non-scholarly work that tells how to redesign, how to reengineer, 
how to cross-train; however the bottom line is that these are nothing more 
that how-to books published by bandwagon jumpers who join only to benefit 
f rom the current craze. 
The interesting point is that Hospital A's results indicated that a work 
redesign effort was necessary, even though this hospital had completed a 
similar initiative the previous year. It stands to reason to question the 
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veracity of work redesign and to wonder whether it has lasting results or 
whether this type of business practice must continually evolve because 
worker motivation is at best tenuous. Only additional research can provide 
information to answer this question. It is safe to say that if work redesign as a 
business practice is in a state of perpetual flux, then it is suited for the 
healthcare environment, since recent history suggests that this industry, too, 
shares a perpetual state of flux. 
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Appendix A 
Job Diagnostics Survey 
Section 1 
This part of the questionnaire asks you to describe your job as accurately as 
you can. Please do not use this part of the questionnaire to show how much you 
like or dislike your job. Questions about that will come later. Instead, try to 
make your descriptions as accurate and as objective as you possibly can. 
You are to circle the number that is the most accurate description of your job. 
If, for example your job requires you to work with mechanical equipment good 
deal of the time, but also requires some paperwork you might circle the 
number six. 
1. To what extent does your job require you to work closely with other 
people (either patients, doctors, or other people in related jobs in your 
o r g a n i z a t i o n ? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very little m o d e r a t e l y very much 
2. How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to what extent does 
your job permit you to decide on your own how to go about doing the 
w o r k ? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very little m o d e r a t e l y very much 
3. To what extent does your job involve doing a whole and identifiable 
piece of work? That is, is the job a complete unit of work that has an 
identifiable beginning and end? Or is only a small part of the overall 
work which is finished by other people (or by machine)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very little m o d e r a t e l y very much 
4. How much variety is there in your job? That is, to what extent does 
the job require you to do many different things at work, using a variety 
of your skills and talents? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very little m o d e r a t e l y very much 
5. In general, how significant or important is your job? That is, are the 
results of your work likely to affect significantly the lives or well-
being of other people? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very little m o d e r a t e l y very much 
3 7 
6. To what extent do managers or coworkers let you know how well you 
are doing on your job? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very little m o d e r a t e l y very much 
7. To what extent does doing your job itself provide you with 
information about your work performance? That is, does actual work 
itself provide clues about how well you are doing aside from any 
feedback coworkers or supervisors may provide? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very little m o d e r a t e l y very much 
Section 2 
Listed below are a number of statements that could be used to describe a job. 
You are to indicate whether each statement is an accurate or an inaccurate 
description of your job. Once again, please try to be as objective as you can in 
deciding how accurately each statement describes your job regardless of 
whether you like or dislike your job. 
Write a number in the blank beside each statement, based on the following 
scale: How accurate is the statement in describing your job? 1, very 
inaccurate; 2, mostly inaccurately; 3, slightly inaccurate; 4, uncertain; 5, 
slightly accurate; 6, mostly accurate; 7, very accurate. 
1. The job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills. 
2. The job requires a lot of cooperative work with other people. 
3. The job is arranged so that I do have the chance to do an entire piece 
of work from beginning to end. 
4. Just doing the work required by the job provides many chances for me 
to figure out how well I am doing. 
5. The job is quite simple and repetitive. 
6. The job can be done adequately by a person working alone - without 
talking or checking with other people. 
7. The supervisors and coworkers on this job almost never give me any 
feedback about how well I am doing in my work. 
8. This job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how well 
the work gets done. 
9. The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or 
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judgment in carrying out the work. 
10. Supervisors often let me know how well they think I am performing 
the job. 
11. The job provides me the chance to finish completely the pieces of 
work I begin. 
12. The job itself provides very few clues about whether or not I am 
pe r fo rming wel l . 
13. The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and 
freedom in how I do the work. 
14. The job itself is not very significant or important in the broader 
scheme of things. 
Section 3 
Now please indicate how you personally feel about your job. Each of the 
statements below is something a person might say about his or her job. You 
are to indicate your own personal feelings about your job by marking how 
much you agree with each of the statements. 
Write a number in the blank for each statement, based on this scale: How 
much do you agree with the statement? 1, d i sagree s t rongly; 2, d i sagree ; 3, 
disagree slightly; 4, neutral; 5, agree slightly; 6, agree; 7, agree strongly. 
1. My opinion of myself goes up when I do this job well. 
2. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with this job. 
3. I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when I do this job well. 
4. I frequently think of quitting this job. 
5. I feel bad and unhappy when I discover that I performed poorly on 
this job. 
6. I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job. 
7. My own feelings generally are not affected much one way or the other by how well I do on the job. 
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Section 4 
Now please indicate how satisfied you are with each aspect of your job listed 
below. Once again, write the appropriate number in the blank beside each 
statement, based on this scale: How satisfied are you with this aspect of your 
job? 1, extremely dissatisfied; 2, dissatisfied; 3, slightly dissatisfied; 4, neutral; 
5, slightly satisfied; 6, satisfied; 7, extremely satisfied. 
1. The amount of job security I have. 
2. The amount of pay and fringe benefits I receive. 
3. The amount of personal growth and development I get doing the job. 
4. The people I talk to and work with on my job. 
5. The degree of respect and fair treatment I receive from my boss. 
6. The feeling of worthwhile accomplishment I get from doing my job. 
7. The chance to get to know other people while on the job. 
8. The amount of support and guidance I receive from my supervisor. 
9. The degree to which I am fairly paid for what I contribute to this 
o r g a n i z a t i o n . 
10. The amount of independent thought and action I can exercise in my 
j o b . 
11. How secure things look for me in the future in this organization. 
12. The chance to help other people while at work. 
13. The amount of challenge in my job. 
14. The overall quality of the supervision 1 receive in my work. 
Section 5 
Listed below are a number of characteristics that could be present on any job. 
People differ about how much they would like to have each one present in 
their own jobs. We are interested in learning how much you personally would 
like each one present in your job. Using the scale below please indicate the 
degree to which you would personally like to have each characteristic present 
in your job. Note: the numbers on this scale are different from those used in 
previous sections. 
4 0 
5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. High respect and fair treatment from my supervisor. 
2. Stimulating and challenging work. 
3. Chances to exercise independent thought and action in my job. 
4. Great job security. 
5. Very friendly coworkers. 
6. Opportunities to learn new things from my work. 
7. High salary and good fringe benefits. 
8. Opportunities to be creative and imaginative in my work. 
9. Quick promotions. 
10. Opportunities for personal growth and development in my job. 
11. Sense of worthwhile accomplishment in my work. 
Thank you for your participation in this questionnaire. The individual 
responses to this questionnaire will be completely confidential. We ask that 
after you have completed the questionnaire, you place it in the box provided. 
We ask that you not discuss your responses to the questionnaire. The results 
obtained from this questionnaire will help guide us in our research. 
To help us organize the date, please check the blank that appears by tour 
primary area of responsibility. Please do not write your name on this 




















Feedback fm Job 
Feedback fin Agent 
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92 5 1M) 75 2 22 5 35 162 244 94 5 
Item 1 6 4 •» 7 6 5 6 7 4 6 4 6 $ 
Item 2 5 •» (• 6 6 7 6 6 4 6 6 
Item 3 6 r. 7 6 7 6 5 6 6 6 
Item 4 4 "» (. 7 <; 4 6 7 7 7 2 7 7 
Item 5 '' "» 6 7 6 6 5 7 6 4 6 5 6 
Item 6 6 X "» (. 6 b 6 6 7 6 5 6 6 6 
Item 7 6 
7
 '' -' (, 2 4 7 5 6 4 5 7 
Affective Response to the Job; 
General Satisfaction "> 6.33 6.*7 2 33 b 6-57 5.07 5.33 6 7 6.33 6 4 6.33 5 33 5 33 6.33 6 33 
Internal Motivation 6.25 3 ?5 6 25 6 5 7 <> 5 5 25 7 4.5 5.25 5 25 5 25 5 5.5 4 75 4 25 4.5 625 
Specific Satisfaction 
Pay 15 2 5 3.5 (' 2 4.5 55 5 1 5 5 4 5 4 5 3 6 
Security 4 55 5.5 <> 6 5.5 4 4 5 65 55 45 6.5 55 4 5 5 4 5 
Social 6.67 $33 6 S3 6 <7 7 6 6 6.CT 6 67 6.67 6 33 567 6 5 67 6 33 5.67 
Supervison 5 $<57 2 33 '' 5 567 6 67 6 67 6 4 67 5 33 567 533 33 467 5 33 
















INDIVIDUAL GROWTH NEED STRENGTH: 
4 5 4 5 4.5 
149 180 176 167 136 
4 33 3 83 6.5 5 83 
Section S 
Item I 6 10 10 1! 0 10 8 9 9 10 9 9 4 7 9 9 8 5 10 10 8 
Item 2 8 10 10 9 il 10 6 8 9 8 7 9 6 6 7 7 7 7 10 8 8 
Item 3 7 10 10 9 51 10 8 8 10 8 8 6 6 8 8 7 9 10 8 9 
Item 4 7 10 10 V 8 10 a 7 8 8 9 9 4 6 8 8 9 4 9 10 5 
Item 5 10 10 10 to io to y 9 9 10 10 9 7 7 10 9 7 7 10 10 9 
Item 6 9 10 10 10 9 10 6 7 9 10 8 8 6 6 9 7 9 9 8 10 9 
Item 7 5 10 10 5 6 10 5 6 10 4 10 9 5 5 4 10 7 4 9 10 6 
Item 8 8 10 10 8 10 6 6 10 6 10 9 6 6 6 7 7 7 10 8 7 
Item 9 5 10 10 5 • • 9 4 5 10 4 10 9 5 9 4 8 7 4 9 9 5 
Item 10 7 10 10 7 9 10 (• 7 10 4 9 S 6 6 4 8 7 4 10 10 7 
Item 11 9 10 10 9 9 10 9 7 10 10 10 9 4 6 7 8 7 5 9 9 8 
Department T T T T T T T FS FS FS FS FS HK HK HK HK PO PO PO PO PO 
PRETEST 
6 6 3 7 4 
6 6 4 4 3 
5 4 4 4 5 
4 6 4 6 3 
5 5 5 6 5 
< 5 6 4 2 
5 5 6 5 4 
4 5 6 5 5 4 5 2.5 
55 5 55 25 5 
6 55 6 55 55 
55 6 55 25 3 
5 5 4 5 6 5 5 3.5 
6 55 65 55 2 
5.5 65 4 5 65 55 
161 149 187 57 3 45.5 
5 6 7 3 2 
5 7 6 6 7 
2 2 1 3 3 
6 4 6 6 3 
6 7 7 5 2 
4 7 1 2 2 
6 7 7 1 2 
7 6 7 5 6 
7 7 7 4 2 
6 6 7 7 2 
6 6 7 1 5 
1 5 7 5 5 
5 . 6 7 1 3 
7 7 1 3 6 
7 6 7 2 5 
6 7 7 7 2 
7 6 7 6 6 
6 7 1 7 4 
6 5 6 4 6 
6 6 7 6 6 
2 5 5 4 3 
6 6 67 5 6 67 4 
5 5 5 5 5 25 4 5 
6 5 7 55 3 
5 4 7 6 35 
6 33 6 7 6 67 4.67 
6 33 6 7 5.33 3 
6 5.75 7 5.5 3.5 
5 4 7 6 3 
6 5 7 7 3 
6 5 7 7 1 
7 6 7 7 4 
7 6 7 7 2 
6 6 7 5 5 
6 6 7 7 4 
6 6 7 5 4 
6 5 7 4 3 
6 6 7 6 4 
5 4 7 6 4 
6 6 7 6 6 
6 6 7 4 4 
6 6 7 4 3 
4 5 4 33 7 7 4 83 
9 7 10 10 8 
8 6 10 10 8 
7 9 10 10 8 
5 9 10 10 7 
9 8 10 10 7 
8 8 10 10 9 
7 10 7 10 6 
7 5 10 10 6 
6 9 10 10 5 
7 8 10 10 8 
8 8 10 10 8 
MM MM MM MM MM 
JOB DIAGNOSTICS SURVEY 
Section I 
Item 1 5 6 6 6 6 7 
Item 1 5 5 4 7 6 4 6 
Item 5 4 4 5 4 6 
Item 4 4 5 6 4 6 5 7 
Item 5 4 6 6 7 6 5 
Item ii 5 2 2 6 4 3 
Item 7 5 2 * 6 4 5 
Job Dimensions: Objective Characteristics of the Job 
Skill Variety 4 5 6 5 5.5 35 3.5 5 5 4 5 6 4.5 6 5 5 
Task Identity 5 5 5 6 5 •5.5 4.5 5.5 6 4 4 
Task Significance 4 5 6 5 5 6 5 6 5 6 5 6 5 7 6 5 5 5 6 
Autonomy 55 6 5 5 25 4.5 5.5 3 5 6.5 3 5 6 5 6.5 6.5 
Feedback fin Job 5 4 5 6.5 5.5 4.5 4 5 2.5 6 5 4 5 6.5 5 
Feedback fin Agent 5 1 5 2.5 <5.5 2.5 1.5 3.5 6 3 5 5.5 2 5 
Dealing w / Other* 5 6 5 6 -5.5 55 2.5 2 5 6*> 6.5 7 
MPS 128 140 142 206 65 i 1.3 65.3 72 132 394 268 78.8 190 275 163 
Section 2 
Item 1 5 7 4 6 4 3 
Item 2 5 7 6 7 7 7 
Item .1 2 2 4 2 4 2 
Item 4 5 6 6 7 5 5 
Item i 3 7 4 2 5 5 
Item iS 3 2 5 6 3 3 
Item 7 3 1 2 7 5 2 
Item 3 5 7 5 7 7 7 
Itetn 9 3 7 2 7 4 7 
Item 10 5 1 3 6 3 2 
Item L1 5 6 6 7 4 2 
Item 12 3 7 2 1 5 7 
Item 13 6 7 7 7 3 7 
Item 14 3 7 5 7 7 5 
Section 3 
Item 1 5 7 6 7 7 6 
Item 2 5 7 5 7 6 6 
Item 3 6 7 3 7 6 7 
Item 4 3 7 4 2 7 6 
Item S 5 7 6 6 1 6 
Item 6 5 7 6 7 6 6 
Item 7 3 7 5 7 6 7 
Affective Response to the Job 
General Sai isfaction 4 33 7 5 C 67 2.67 5 67 5 33 6.3'! 5 67 6 33 6 
Internal Motivation 475 7 5 4 75 6.75 5 6.25 6 5 
Specific Satisfaction 
Pay 4 5 3 5 3 2 6 6 
Security 5 4 55 6 6 5 
Social 6 5 33 5 4 33 2 67 667 6 33 6 6 33 7 
Supervison 5 67 1 67 2 33 6 33 6.67 3 33 667 6 7 
Growth 5 2 5 3 25 2 75 3 5 2 25 5 5 6.25 6.25 6 4 25 5.75 
Section 4 
Item 1 5 6 4 6 6 5 
Item 2 4 2 3 3 6 6 
Item .3 5 2 4 6 6 4 
Item 4 6 6 6 6 6 7 
Item j 6 1 3 7 6 7 
Item 6 5 2 1 7 6 6 
Item 7 6 6 6 6 6 7 
Item 6 2 1 7 6 7 
Item 9 5 5 3 1 6 6 
Item 10 5 2 4 6 6 7 
Item 11 5 2 3 6 6 5 
Item 12 6 4 3 7 6 7 
Item 13 5 4 4 6 6 6 
Item 14 5 2 3 6 6 7 
INDIVIDUAL GROWTH NEEE STRENGTH: 
2.17 5 5 33 : 33 2.83 2 83 1 33 6.17 5 3.83 6 83 
S e c t i o n S 
Item 1 6 :o 10 10 10 10 10 9 10 10 
Item 2 5 5 10 6 8 10 9 
Item i 5 :.o 10 10 10 7 10 10 
Item 4 4 0 10 10 10 10 9 10 
Item 5 6 9 10 10 9 9 10 10 
Item it 6 4 10 10 8 10 10 
Item 7 4 "0 10 10 10 10 8 10 
I t em8 5 .0 10 10 10 9 8 10 10 
Item 9 5 9 10 10 9 7 10 
Item 10 5 9 10 10 10 8 10 10 
Item U 5 0 10 10 10 10 9 10 10 
Department FS re FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS T T T T 
GREENVIEW PRETEST 
5 5 5 5 
5.5 5.5 3 5 3 5 3 5 
5.5 6.5 6.5 
5 5 6 5 2 6 5 6 5 6 5 6 
6 5 6 5 0 5 
5 5.5 3 5 5 5 
294 204 204 131 131 168 147 161 
7 6 5 4.5 :< 5 7 6.5 5 
121 138 167 132 246 147 80 
5 33 5 67 6 33 6 33 6 33 5 
5.5 7 675 5 5 5.5 6 5 25 5 5 5.25 
6 33 4.67 4 3 4 3 5 7 
5.5 5 3 S.5 5 i 3 5 8 
5 6 67 6 33 
4 67 5.33 7 
5 75 4.75 6 5 
6 67 667 57 
667 6 5 3 4 3 6 ? 4 7 
4 5 4 5 1 
5.3 5.3 4 7 
4 3 5 3 5 j 3 8 
5 83 6.17 6 5 52 5 4 3 2 ? 
10 10 10 
10 10 8 10 
PO PO PO PO PO PC PO PO PO HK HK HK HK HK HK UK HK I K HK 
DIAGNOSTICS SURVEY PINELAKE POSTTEST 
Sect ion 1 
Hern 1 7 7 7 7 5 6 6 7 6 6 7 fi 
Item 2 5 5 4 6 2 6 6 4 7 6 6 4 5 
Item 3 7 4 7 4 4 5 4 7 6 4 4 6 
Item 4 7 7 6 4 6 4 4 < 6 7 4 6 
Item 5 7 6 7 4 5 5 5 7 6 7 2 6 
Item 6 6 4 7 2 4 2 5 7 6 7 2 2 
Item 7 5 5 7 3 4 2 4 7 6 7 3 4 
Job Dimensions;. Objective Characteristics of the Job 
Skill Variety 5 6 S 6 5 6 6 6.5 3 6 4 5 6 5 65 7 35 55 
Task Identity 7 6.5 5 6 5 65 65 5 55 6 5.5 6 4 5 35 5 65 6 
Task Significance 7 7 6.5 7 65 4 6 55 5 55 3.5 6 
Autonomy 55 65 5 3 5 5 5 55 2.5 65 4.5 6 5 7 5 5 55 55 
Feedback fin Job 6 5.5 5 5 6 5 65 3 55 35 4 5 35 7 S 35 65 65 4 
Feedback fin Agent 6 6 4 5 6.5 6 S 55 35 1 5 35 2 55 55 7 6 5 6 5 4 4 5 2 
Dealing w / Others 65 6.5 7 7 55 6 6.5 5 4 7 6 5 6.5 65 65 6 
MPS 209 296 183 112 232 23: 195 180 30 209 63 124 129 151 302 210 160 70 254 238 190 128 
Section 1 
Item 1 5 6 5 6 2 6 4 6 7 7 7 3 5 
Item 2 7 6 7 7 4 7 4 2 7 7 7 6 6 
Item 3 1 2 1 1 7 1 2 2 1 7 2 1 
Item 4 6 6 6 6 3 7 6 6 7 6 4 4 4 
Item 5 6 4 7 6 2 4 2 5 7 7 7 5 6 
Item 6 7 4 7 7 1 I 1 6 7 4 7 3 2 
Item 7 6 2 3 7 2 4 5 2 5 7 7 6 2 
Item 8 7 7 7 7 4 7 6 5 5 7 5 6 
Item 9 6 7 6 6 3 7 1 2 7 5 2 6 
Item 10 6 6 5 6 1 3 2 6 7 7 6 6 2 
Item 11 7 6 6 6 6 7 7 7 5 3 6 6 
Item 12 1 3 3 2 5 1 5 6 6 4 5 2 
Item 13 6 5 3 5 3 7 3 6 6 7 6 4 6 6 
Item 14 7 7 6 I 4 1 3 5 7 7 7 6 6 
Section 3 
Item 1 7 7 6 7 7 7 6 6 5 7 4 4 6 
Item 2 6 7 6 3 1 7 6 5 6 7 4 6 6 
Item 3 7 7 6 7 1 7 5 6 7 7 7 4 4 6 
I tem5 6 7 6 6 7 7 5 5 4 7 4 4 5 
Item 6 7 7 6 5 1 1 6 4 7 6 4 6 6 
Item 7 7 7 6 2 7 7 6 4 6 6 4 4 6 
Affective Response to the Job: 
General Satisfaction 5.33 5.33 7 6 3 67 4 3'< 5.67 5 67 133 7 3 67 4 67 3 33 4 67 6 4 5 67 5 33 5 33 6 33 
Internal Motivation 6.75 7 6 5 5 5.5 6 75 55 7 4 25 5.75 5.5 5.5 6.75 4 4 55 65 4 5 5.75 
Specific Satisfaction 
Pay 1 5 2 1 3.5 1 1 5 2 1 25 2.5 1 1 45 2 
Security 5 6 4 1 1 5 1.5 65 3 4 5 2 1 2 5 5 5 1 4 3.5 25 
Social 6 7 6.33 6.33 6 33 6 67 6 7 567 5 67 4 4.67 4 67 6 67 5.33 6 5.33 6 
Supervison 5 7 6 3.67 3 67 6.67 2.33 6 567 3 4 67 5 33 3 33 4.33 467 2 67 2 
Growth 4.75 6 25 6 5 5 75 2 5 2.5 25 6 75 2.5 675 4 25 1 5 25 6 6 25 4 4 75 4.25 6 
Section 4 
Item 1 5 6 4 1 2 5 3 1 1 1 5 3 
Item 2 1 5 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 
Item 3 5 5 6 1 1 6 2 1 4 1 4 6 
Item 4 6 7 6 7 7 6 4 5 7 6 6 6 
Item J 4 7 6 4 1 6 6 2 5 6 6 3 2 
Item 6 5 7 6 3 4 7 6 1 6 6 6 4 6 
Item 7 6 7 6 6 7 6 5 4 6 6 6 
Uera 8 5 7 6 3 6 6 3 5 6 3 1 
Item 9 1 5 2 1 1 1 3 1 4 1 1 2 
Item 10 5 7 6 2 1 7 3 1 7 5 6 6 
Item 11 5 6 4 1 4 4 1 1 4 1 3 2 
Item 12 6 7 7 6 7 5 3 5 7 4 6 6 
Item 13 7 5 4 4 7 6 1 7 7 4 5 6 
Item 14 6 7 6 4 4 6 5 4 4 6 4 4 2 
INDIVIDUAL GROWTH NEED STRENGTH: 
6.5 7 6 33 3 5 3 6"' 3.83 4 83 6.33 55 167 3 67 1 67 3 33 5 67 3 5 5 33 5 83 6.33 567 
Section 5 
Item 1 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 8 6 7 8 10 10 10 10 
Item 2 9 10 10 9 7 8 7 6 5 8 8 10 10 10 8 
Item 3 8 10 10 5 10 10 4 6 8 9 8 8 10 8 
Item 4 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 7 5 4 4 7 4 to 10 10 
Item 5 10 10 10 4 10 5 8 8 6 4 9 8 10 10 9 
Item 6 !0 10 10 6 10 10 8 4 5 6 8 10 10 10 9 
Item 7 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 4 4 4 4 8 4 10 10 10 
Item 8 10 10 8 7 to 8 7 4 6 5 S 10 9 
Item 9 10 10 4 4 10 6 4 4 4 5 10 10 9 
Item 10 10 10 8 6 10 6 7 4 7 5 9 10 9 
Item 11 10 10 10 6 10 9 7 4 7 8 7 9 10 9 
Departmeitf T T T T" T" T* T* T* T FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS PO PO PO PO PO 
5 5 6.5 5 5 
6 5 6 6 
6 5 5 3 5 6.5 
5 6 25 55 
6 5 6 4 
7 55 65 4 
55 6 7 55 
170 155 80 132 
5 4.5 1.5 4 5 
55 65 15 65 
6 5 6 5 3.5 6.5 
5.5 6.5 2.5 6 5 
4 5 6 5.5 6 
5 55 25 55 
55 65 4 5 65 
140 228 29 8 228 
4.67 4.67 
4 75 4 5 
3 17 2.67 3 0.67 3 83 
MM MM MM 
•5J- JOB DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY GREENVIEW POSTTEST 
Suction 1 
Item 1 7 7 6 7 3 6 
Item 2 6 4 4 4 5 4 
Item 3 5 5 4 5 4 4 
Item i 6 4 6 2 3 6 
Item 5 6 7 7 7 3 5 
Item 6 6 4 5 4 2 4 
Item 7 6 6 5 5 4 4 
Job Dimensions: Objective Characteristics of the Job 
Skill Variety 4 5 5 5 3.5 2 5 : 
Task Identity 5 5 5.5 5 5 5 4 4: 
Task Significance 65 7 7 65 4 5: 
Autonomy 5.5 4 5 5 3 5 3 5 3.: 
I - eedbackfmJob 6 6 6 5 3 3 
Feedback fro Agent 6 5 5 5 3 4 3 

























3 5 5 6 5 
4 5 4 5 6 5 
176 158 175 904 35 633 124 275 193 204 121 173 222 161 
4 5 35 55 35 
105 108 182 51 








5 67 5 67 5.67 5 33 4 67 3 67 6 33 
6 5 6.25 5.25 4.25 
5 67 4 33 6 33 
5 33 3 67 4 33 
4 5 2 5 275 
5.5 3.5 2 5 6 5 
6.33 267 5.67 
6.5 675 6.5 
6 4 67 167 5.33 
5 67 4 67 6 67 
4 75 3 5 3 25 6 5 
Section 4 
INDIVIDUAL GROWTH NEED STRENGTH: 
5 4 83 3 83 7 1 11 6 83 1 83 2 83 5 17 6 17 6.5 3.5 5 5 
Section 5 
Item 1 9 10 7 10 4 10 6 6 8 10 10 5 9 4 8 6 6 8 9 10 
Item 2 8 6 7 10 4 10 6 8 10 10 6 8 4 8 8 8 8 9 10 
Item 3 8 10 6 10 4 9 4 5 8 5 10 6 9 4 8 8 6 8 8 10 
Item 1 9 10 5 10 4 10 4 7 5 10 5 9 8 7 4 6 8 9 10 
Item 5 8 8 5 10 4 10 6 5 8 7 10 8 9 5 7 7 8 9 8 10 
Item 6 8 8 7 10 4 10 5 7 8 10 10 7 9 4 8 7 8 8 9 10 
Item 7 8 10 5 10 4 10 4 5 8 10 10 6 9 8 7 8 7 10 8 10 
Item 8 8 7 8 10 5 10 5 5 10 9 6 8 4 8 6 5 10 7 10 
Item 9 7 6 6 10 4 10 4 7 5 9 6 9 7 6 7 6 10 6 10 
Item 10 8 6 6 10 4 10 4 5 10 9 7 9 4 7 7 6 10 8 10 
Item 11 8 10 7 10 4 10 5 5 10 S 7 8 4 8 8 7 10 9 10 
Department FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS PO PO PO PO PO 
6.5 4 5 5 5 5 5 
6 5 5.5 6 5 65 55 35 4 5 65 
25 65 65 65 
217 71 5 204 35 144 179 67.7 247 142 135 231 162 296 66 215 151 61 9 234 107 83.4 78 268 157 
6 33 1 67 5 33 6 33 6 67 6.33 5 67 6 33 
7 4 5 6 25 575 6.5 575 575 675 
4 33 4 67 5.67 4.67 5 33 
6 5 6 25 4 25 
3 33 2.67 6 67 
5 5 5 5 5.25 6 5 3 75 6.5 
3 33 6 33 5 33 
4 5 4 25 5.75 3 5 5 75 5 5 
6 67 5 67 5 33 
4 33 4.5 2.83 2 17 283 2 5 3.17 2 17 2 13 3 2 83 2 33 
HK HK HK HK HK HK HK HK HK HK HK HK HK HK HK 
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